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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 
1 . Claims 1-45 are currently pending in this application. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 10-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent 
Number 6,654,359 to La Porta et al. in view of U.S. Patent Number 6,360,264 to Rom. 

4. As to claim 10, La Porta teaches a method of facilitating a mobile Internet Protocol (IP) 
handoff from a source access router to one of a plurality of potential target access routers, the 
method comprising the steps of: detecting entry into an area served by two of more of the 
plurality of potential target access routers (col. 14, line 39-col. 16, line 8); and transmitting an 
address of the source access router from the mobile terminal to one or more of the potential 
target access routers (col. 14, line 39-col. 16, line 8); however La Porta does not explicitly teach 
performing an IP handoff operation from the source access router to one of the plurality of 
potential target access routers on the basis of capability information received from one or more 
of the plurality of potential target access routers. 
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Rom teaches performing an IP handoff operation from the source access router to one of 
the plurality of potential target access routers on the basis of capability information received 
from one or more of the plurality of potential target access routers (col. 4, lines 4-23). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the Computer Networking art at the 
time of the invention to combine the teachings of La Porta regarding the handoff of a device with 
the teachings of Rom regarding picking an access point based on capabilities because such a 
choice ensures better quality of services for an access point user (Rom, col. 4, lines 4-23). 

5. As to claim 1 1, Rom teaches the method of claim 10, wherein step (3) is performed in the 
mobile terminal by selecting a target access router on the basis of bandwidth capabilities required 
by the mobile terminal (col. 4, lines 4-23). 

6. As to claim 12, La Porta the method of claim 10, wherein step (3) is performed by the 
source access router on the basis of capability information received by the source access router 
from the one or more plurality of potential target access routers (col. 14, line 39-col. 16, line 8). 

7. As to claim 13, Rom teaches the method of claim 10, wherein step (3) comprises the step 
of performing the IP handoff to one of the plurality of potential target access routers that best 
matches capabilities required by the mobile terminal (col. 4, lines 4-23). 

8. As to claim 14, La Porta teaches the method of claim 10, wherein step^(3) is performed 
independently of any voice-channel handoff operation that is also supported by the mobile 
terminal (col. 14, line 39-col. 16, line 8). 

9. As to claim 15, La Porta method for making handoff decisions among access routers, 
comprising the steps of: detecting a condition that a mobile terminal presently served by a first 
access router is entering an area served by a second access router (col. 14, line 39-col. 16, line 8); 
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transmitting a network address of the first access router from the mobile terminal to the second 
access router (col. 14, line 39-col. 16, line 8); however La Porta does not explicitly teach 
exchanging capability information between the first access router and the second access router, 
such that each access router learns capabilities of the other access router. 

Rom teaches exchanging capability information between the first access router and the 
second access router, such that each access router learns capabilities of the other access router 
(col. 4, lines 4-23). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the Computer Networking art at the 
time of the invention to combine the teachings of La Porta regarding the handoff of a device with 
the teachings of Rom regarding exchanging capability information because exchanging 
information ensures better quality of services for an access point user (Rom, col. 4, lines 4-23). 

10. As to claim 16, Rom teaches the method of claim 15, further comprising the step of: (4) 
using the exchanged capability information from step (3) to make a handoff decision for a 
mobile IP terminal (col. 4, lines 4-23). 

11. As to claim 17, La Porta teaches the method of claim 1 5, wherein step (3) is performed 
by transmitting an IP packet from the second access router to the first access router requesting 
capability information and receiving an IP packet from the first access router containing 
capability information describing capabilities of the first access router (col. 14, line 39-col. 16, 
line 8). 

12. As to claim 18, Rom teaches the method of claim 15, wherein the capability information 
comprises a bandwidth supported by one of the routers (col. 4, lines 4-23). 
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13. As to claim 19, Rom teaches the method of claim 15, wherein the capability information 
comprises dynamic loading conditions associated with one of the routers (col. 4, lines 4-23). 

14. As to claim 20, Rom teaches the method of claim 15, wherein the capability information 
comprises security schemes supported by one of the routers (col. 4, lines 4-23). 

15. As to claim 21 , La Porta teaches the method of claim 1 5, wherein the capability 
information comprises the geographic location of one of the access routers (col. 14, line 39-col. 

16. line 8). 

16. As to claim 22, La Porta teaches the method of claim 15, wherein the capability 
information comprises signal transmission technologies supported by a base station associated 
with one of the access routers (col. 14, line 39-col. 16, line 8). 

17. As to claim 23, Rom teaches the method of claim 15, wherein the capability information 
comprises a cost of access using one of the access routers (col. 4, lines 4-23). 

18. As to claim 24, Rom teaches the method of claim 15, wherein step (1) comprises the step 
of detecting a condition that the mobile terminal is entering an area served by at least two 
potential target access routers, wherein step (3) comprises the step of exchanging information 
concerning both of the at least two potential target access routers (col. 4, lines 4-23); and further 
including the step of selecting one of at least two potential target access routers on the basis of 
the capability information exchanged in step 3 (col. 4, lines 4-23). 

1 9. As to claim 25, La Porta teaches the method of claim 1 5, further comprising the step of: 
purging capability information of the first access router if no handoffs from the first access router 
have been detected within a predetermined time period (col 14, line 39-col. 16, line 8). 
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20. As to claim 26, La Porta teaches the method of claim 16, wherein step (4) comprises the 
step of selecting an optimum target router on the basis of a predetermined policy (col. 14, line 
39-col. 16, line 8). 

21. As to claim 27, Rom teaches the method of claim 26, wherein the policy specifies that a 
lowest cost access router should be selected (col. 4, lines 4-23). 

22. As to claim 28, Rom teaches the method of claim 15, further comprising the step of: 
redirecting one or more mobile terminals away from a loaded access router to a less loaded 
access router on the basis of capability information obtained as a result of step (3) (col. 4, lines 4- 
23). 

23. As to claim 29, Rom teaches the method of claim 15, wherein step ( ^comprises the step 
of detecting that the mobile terminal is entering an area served by at least two potential target 
access routers, and further comprising the step of: selecting one of the two potential target access 
routers on the basis of a best match between a capability dictated by an application program 
executing on the mobile terminal and the capabilities of the two potential target access routers 
(col. 4, lines 4-23). 

24. As to claims 30-34, they feature limitations found in claims 15-29 and are rejected for the 
same reasons as claims 15-29. 

25. As to claims 35-38, they feature limitations found in claims 15-29 and- are rejected for the 
same reasons as claims 15-29. 

26. As to claims 39-45, they feature limitations found in claims 15-29 and are rejected for the 
same reasons as claims 15-29. 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 6/28/2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. The applicant argues the following points: a) Rom does not use access routers, but 
instead uses access points in an entirely different type of wireless network; b) There is no 
expectation of using La Porta to arrive at the present invention .because La Porta uses the HAWII 
protocol and the present application is silent to that; c) La Porta nor Rom do not teach or suggest 
"finding an optimal access router to receive the handoff operation for the mobile terminal by 
evaluating capability information for a plurality of access routers"; d) La Porta nor Rom do not 
teach or suggest " a capabilities storage area reflecting capabilities needed by the mobile 
terminal, wherein the mobile IP handoff processing circuit transmits one or more capabilities 
stored in the capabilities storage area"; and e) the previous office action did not address the 
limitation of a capabilities map as claimed in claim 39. 

As to point a), by using the definitions provided by the applicant, an Access Point must 
have inherent basic routing protocols, otherwise it would be useless for connecting a user to a 
wireless LAN. The applicant's arguments do not point out any functional differences between 
the Access Router claimed in the present invention and the Access Point taught by Rom. 

As to point b), the applicant has not pointed out in the claim language where the claimed 
invention would exclude the use of networks using the HAWAII protocol 

As to point c), the cited portion of Rom states that "the determination of which AP is to 
be associated with a particular node is based upon criteria such as the quality of signal 
transmitted between the node and the AP and the load carried by the AP". In other words, the 
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determination of which Access Point to use during a hand off is based on the capabilities of 
signal strength and load carried. 

As to point d), the cited portion of Rom discusses the use of the capabilities information 
when determining which access point to use. Therefore this information must be stored in the 
system taught by Rom. 

As to point e), claim 39 merely claims "a capabilities map that defines capabilities of 
geographically proximate routers", which would be present in any wireless system with multiple 
access points/routers. As discussed before, Rom teaches a determination of which Access Point 
to use during a hand off is based on the capabilities of signal strength and load carried, therefore 
Rom inherent stores such information in some form of capabilities map before making a 
decision. 



Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1. 136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
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however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. . 
27. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Douglas B. Blair whose telephone number is 571-272-3893. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30am-5pm Mon-Fri. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Andrew Caldwell can be reached on 571-272-3868. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Douglas Blair 



ANDREW CALDWELL 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 




